The paper presents a study of how farmers perceive the Danish program implementing the EU Directive 2078/92 (part of the CAP Accompanying Measures) concerning improvements in connection with agricultural practices and environment. Focus groups were used as a qualitative method for eliciting farmers' own experiences and views on the measures of this program. The results indicate that a greater emphasis is needed on methods and content of information. A stronger focus on payment and priorities in relation to environmental effects, and the communication of the environmental significance of these measures, should give better results from the program. The results from this small-scale study are compared to results from a largescale questionnaire study of the same program, to exemplify the usefulness of focus group studies in the decision making process. The purpose of the paper is thus two-fold: to present the results from the focus group study, and to evaluate the more qualitative approach of focus group techniques in connection with the studies of agri-environmental regulations.
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Introduction
The introduction of the Danish 'Environmentally beneficial farming' scheme (EBFS) has been met with relatively subdued interest and uptake rate amongst Danish farmers. There are a number of studies attempting to shed more light on the reasons for this. To be truly useful in the decision making process, such research must both clarify the motivations governing the farmers' choices, but must also be structured so that results may be used in a meaningful context of implementation, feasible change and improvement. Qualitative research approaches have an important contribution to make in this connection, and focus groups have received increasing attention in Denmark as a method of obtaining more detailed and useful information.
The study presented in this paper includes two counties in Denmark: North Jutland and Funen. In both areas a focus group of six to eight farmers was selected. The groups represented farmers with land designated under the EBFS, and included both farmers participating and not participating in the environmentally beneficial agricultural program. The factors that motivated farmers to participate or not, were found to be almost identical in both focus groups.
The results from this fairly small study are compared with the results from a concurrent traditional questionnaire survey covering a larger, representative sample of farmers. The main explanatory factors identified in the two studies are compared and show a high degree of similarity. This can be taken to indicate that in this context the focus group technique produces results with a high explanatory value that can be applied more generally outside the specific study sample.
Structurally, the paper starts with a presentation of the background for the Danish Environmentally Beneficial Farming scheme, which was introduced as the implementation of the CAP Accompanying Measures. Following this is a Section covering the details of the specific measures of the program, and one on focus group methods. Finally, the results from the focus group study are presented and compared to those of the questionnaire survey.
The 'environmentally beneficial farming' measures
The EU Directive 92/2078 -part of the so-called Accompanying Measures of the CAP reform -has resulted in a national program for increasing environmentally friendly agricultural practices in Denmark [1] . The Environmentally Beneficial Farming scheme (EBFS) consists of a number of measures that are intended to contribute towards a better environment [2] . They are all voluntary and are constructed as compensatory payments for undertaking or refraining from certain agricultural practices. A couple of the environmental measures applied to all agricultural land in Denmark, whilst most applied only to land designated as 'Especially sensitive agricultural areas' (ESAA). These areas were selected by the Danish counties according to three main criteria: groundwater protection, nature (habitats, flora, fauna, landscape values, etc.) and riparian zones along waterways and lakes.
The EBF measures are mostly five-year contracts. The compensatory payments are based on cost calculations for the average farmer, i.e. compensation for decreased output from the land due to practices detailed in the EBF. Some of the payments are differentiated for different land yields. Table 1 The : 1993-98, 1995-2000, 1996-2001 (plus the 20-year set-asides 1993-2013, 1994-2014, 1995-2015, 1996-2016) . c Tier 1 payment allows maximum nitrogen applications of 80 kg N/ha/year.
Details of the EBF measures
For tier 2 payments no N application is allowed.
For measures 1 and 2, the range in payment level refers to three differentiated payment levels for different soil productivities, defined as spring barley yields (or equivalents) in tons/ha. Low: 0 -4,49; Medium: 4,5 -5,99; High: 6,0 and over. Apart from the 20-year set-aside (no. 5), all measures were designed as five-year agreements between the farmer and the administrative authority. The EBFS was introduced in spring 1994, covering the application period of 1993-98 (and 1993-2013) , and the latest application round in 1996 covers the period 1996-2001 (and 1996-2016) .
In addition to the 33.518 ha covered under these 4 application rounds, there is an additional 2.863 ha grassland in ESAAs, covered by old grass management contracts, expiring in 1998 and 1999. These old grass measures were replaced by the new measure no. 1 above (extensive grassland management). All in all there were therefore at the end of 1996 a total of 36.381 ha of land within the ESAAs under 'contract' for environmentally beneficial farming. Outside the ESAAs, there were an additional 7.329 ha of land under the EBFS contract: 5.339 ha under measure 2 (nitrate reduction) and 1.990 ha under measure 3 (ryegrass in grain crops).
If we assume the EBFS program is good for the environment, it would be desirable with as large an uptake as possible. As mentioned earlier, the EBFS applies mainly in the designated ESAAs, which cover approximately 360.000 ha. Including the areas still contracted under the original grass management measures, which preceded the current 'extensive grassland management' measure (no. 1 above), the uptake so far is a total of 36.381 ha (as per the end of 1996). By far the most popular measures have been grass management, especially the new extensive grassland measures introduced in 1995. For both old and new grass management areas still under contract, the current total is 33.771 ha, which is around 87% of the designated 'permanent grass' ESAA area. However, the total uptake across all measures is just over 10% (total contracted ESAA area relative to total designated ESAA area). This may be considered somewhat low; presuming that EBFS should be fairly well known by now and that the payment levels are reasonable. Why is the uptake not higher?
There may be a number of reasons why the program is not particularly well received. Up to now there have been some studies into these measures (see e.g. [5, 6] ) and also of the earlier environmental schemes under a similar program (the environmentally sensitive areas -ESA -program, (see e.g. [7] ). These studies focus primarily on the quantitative aspects of the programs, concerned with relative and total areas, different uptake rates under the different measures and in different regions, previous and current land use and land use changes, etc. For Denmark, there has been very little work done specifically to study the reasons behind the relatively poor interest in this program.
Methodology and study areas
Given the relatively low uptake level of the EBFS, obviously something about the package offered is 'wrong', but what does this really mean? There have not previously been any studies asking farmers in depth about their views on these measures and reasons for participating or not participating in the program.
As study areas, two counties were chosen: North Jutland and Funen counties. In each county, representatives of the administrative authorities were interviewed about their experiences with and views and feedback on the EBFS. Within each county a local area was chosen: Hobro (North Jutland) and West Funen (Funen). In each of these local areas representatives of the agricultural advisory service were interviewed and a focus group interview of six to eight farmers was conducted, on their views and experiences. For the focus groups, the question themes were on general knowledge of and feedback on the EBFS, factors influencing their decisions, and information and understanding.
The focus of the project was particularly on exposing and uncovering the reasons for farmers' participation or non-participation in the EBF scheme, and the choice of focus groups as a tool for that purpose is argued in the following Section.
Focus groups
Focus groups interviews have a long history, primarily in the area of marketing research, and are used in many countries, e.g. in Europe, in other contexts, including the agricultural sector. However, in Denmark, the use of focus groups is rather novel as a tool for policy evaluation, including agricultural questions. This applies particularly in the agri-environmental regulation, where the traditional evaluation method has been statistically representative used in any formalized way. The results obtained by the traditional quantitative methods have often been supplemented by measurements indicating environmental effects, but never with studies that in precise terms explain how farmers perceive specific regulations or give specific suggestions as to how they could be improved.
For the Danish experience, it is therefore relevant to devote some space to describing the advantages and disadvantages of focus group interviews and to discussing their relevance for evaluation of agri-environmental programs.
Focus group interview
A focus group interview is a form of data and information collection, where, typically, a group of people are set around a table and given a set of questions and/or an actual product (e.g. a bottle of beer) which they then are asked to give their response to. Normally the interview is guided or chaired by a so-called 'facilitator', who is responsible for keeping the discussion going and ensures that all forms of responses, both verbal and non-verbal, are recorded. Furthermore, the facilitator is responsible for setting the framework for discussion and for making sure that all relevant aspects of the problem in question are uncovered during the interview. If a facilitator is not used, which sometimes is the case, the interview will normally involve a list of open-ended questions that the group should base its discussion on. In the study presented in this paper, a facilitator was used as well as an interview guide containing a list of open-ended questions, which the groups discussed.
Advantages and disadvantages of focus group interviews
Focus group interviews have many advantages. One is that they are socially orientated, studying participants in a natural, real-life atmosphere, avoiding the 'experimental' setting of the one-on-one interview. The format allows the facilitator the flexibility to explore unanticipated issues as they arise in the discussion. The results have high face validity because the method is readily understood. It is relatively cheap to undertake a focus group interview, and it provides quick results [8] .
Stewart and Shamdasani [9] list some of the same advantages but also include factors such as the opportunity to obtain large and rich amounts of data in the respondents' own words. They also note that focus groups allow respondents to react on the responses of the other group members. This synergistic effect of the group setting may result in the production of data that might not have been uncovered in individual interviews.
Focus groups interviews also have disadvantages. The facilitator has less control over group interviews than individual interviews, which can result in lost time as dead-end or irrelevant issues are discussed. Further, the responses from the participants are not independent of one another, which restricts the generalizability of results. The participant sample is not statistically representative. The open-ended nature of the data obtained from focus groups often makes interpretation difficult, especially as context is essential to understanding the participants' comments [10, 9] .
Taking all these aspects into account, focus group interviews are found to be an appropriate tool also for analysis and evaluation of agri-environmental regulations. This is especially the case, since farmers' motivations for participating in agricultural schemes are influenced by a variety of complex issues, which are not readily mapped through traditional, rigid questionnaire surveys.
Furthermore, one of the objectives of this research project was to see if it would be possible to come up with suggestions for improvements to the EBF program, so that more farmers could be interested in participating. To this end, the most useful suggestions for improvements would be based on the farmers' own views and experiences with the scheme and specific measures. To be able to determine this, it is necessary to have detailed information about how farmers decide on participating or not, and what influences their decisions. This type of information can best be obtained directly from the farmers themselves, and preferably in their own words. For that purpose the focus group interview is ideal. If, instead, a traditional quantitative questionnaire survey had been used, there would have been problems of categorizing and grouping answers, which in the end would have simplified the results to such a degree that much of the original richness of information would have been lost.
Results
Given the context of this paper, the results for the interviews with representatives of the local authorities and the farmer's advisory services will not be reported here. For more details on these, see Johannessen and Frederiksen [11] . In the following, only the results from the focus group interviews will be commented on.
The farmers were chosen from those with at least some land in a designated ESAA. Within the two chosen areas, all those with ESSA-land attempts were made to contact and were asked to a 'group discussion meeting'. About half accepted, roughly 50/50 program participants and non-participants. The two local areas differed in climate type, soil types and dominant enterprise types. There were both small and large holdings, older and younger farmers, and part-time farmers were also represented. There was no payment or other incentive involved in attending, other than the chance to discuss, and possibly (indirectly) influence the issue.
As a self-selected sample, it is impossible to rule out bias representativity, and one might expect that the more outgoing and well informed, and those with the most spare time, would be interested in coming. Our general impression agrees with that, although it was also our impression that those with stronger opinions -both for and against -were interested in attending. At the focus group sessions, they were presented 4-6 issues concerning the EBF scheme and the ESAAs, which they were left free to discuss. There were two researchers involved, one as facilitator -to help if discussion were going completely off track, and also for follow-up questions, etc., as needed. The other researcher had the role of observer -watching for non-verbal signals as well as having the task of distilling the essence of the discussion. This comprimation of discussion results was then presented at the end of each focus group session, for approval or further comment by the participants. Although, as mentioned, one might have expected some differences among the group due to their respective structural/physical environments, nearly identical results from the two groups were obtained. Reasons for joining or not joining the EBF program are presented below, first as a short list of the most important points, and then in more detail.
Farmers -focus groups
Participating farmers:
• There was 'money in it'
• Grass management measures most popular (few changes -'easy money')
• Environmental concerns (as long as they didn't have to pay too much for it)
Non-participating farmers:
• Not enough money in it
• Sceptical to loss of control
• Some distrust of county officials

Farmers in general:
• Include the advisory services in the information process
• Information material received seemed irrelevant. They want more on the background and aims of the ESAAs and the measures. Send directly to those with land in an ESAA. Send ESAA maps to those with land inside the ESAA.
• Larger compensation payments for the measures that really 'make a difference' (like ryegrass)
• Understanding of ground water concerns and pesticides
• Less understanding of bio-diversity or rare plants
Money
The most immediate reason given for joining/not joining the program was money. Those who had signed up land under one of the measures had done so because they perceived 'there was money in it' and those who had not because 'there wasn't money in it'. A fair number of those opting in saw the payment as money for nothing, i.e. they were being paid for something they most likely would have done anyway. On the other hand, few of the ones who were not interested in the program had actually analysed the economic consequences to any extent. It would seem that part of the disinterest lay outside the realm of strict economy and output loss estimates that determined the compensation amounts. Additional 'costs' contended were: investment/implementation costs (added costs as a direct result of the changed management practice); costs associated with the effort involved (time, paperwork, etc.); costs related to uncertainly and risk -at the physical/climatic level, the economic level (input and output price developments) and the administrative level (can they be trusted, will they change the rules on us, etc.). There was an attempt to inquire into the farmers 'willingness-to-accept', i.e. what compensation level would be necessary to induce to non-participants into the program, and why. However, faced with considerable inconsistencies in the answers -revealed mainly through follow-up questions to try to find out what determined their desired compensation level -it was not possible to determines any information about compensation levels
Control
Another part of this picture is loss of freedom. Many disliked the idea of giving up some control over their own land. They wanted to be able to make their own decisions and not be hampered by outside authorities or binding contracts. This is not to say that what they decide to do with their land is necessarily environmentally detrimental. Most farmers see themselves as custodians of the land and take good care of it, but without wanting to feel subordinate to some official authority. It would, therefore, take compensation over and above the mere cost of output foregone for them to be willing to give up some of that control. There are other, psychological factors involved also, including distrust, selfreliance, attachment to well-known practices, perceptions on weed problems and what constitutes a 'well-kept' field, etc., which all add up to 'there is not enough money in this for me to be interested'.
Grass
In general we found that the most popular of the measures was extensive grassland management (measure no.1). This was basically a payment for continuation of status quo, as most of the land in question had been managed in that way -or very closely -for a number of years, and most likely have continued under the same management regime even without the extra payment.
Information
The second major explanatory area concerns information and relevance. From all parties involved was heard criticism of information leaflets distributed indiscriminately to all farmers. None include even a scaled-down map over Denmark indicating the designated ESAAs. The most commonly distributed leaflet included only the main telephone member for the general county administration, without further contact information, but at least included a term indicating 'monetary compensation' on the front page, which none of the other brochures had. These information brochures routinely ended up in the wastebasket without a second glance. The farmers requested more individualized information, including a map showing (or indicating) how his own land was situated in relation to the ESAA. They also wanted to know more about the background for the area designation -and more specifically for their own area. There was generally a very weak feeling of relevance for the farmer of these environmental measures and what they are trying to achieve. There was either not the right information being disseminated about the fundamental environmental effects endeavoured, or it was framed in a way that did not appear relevant to the farmers. The exceptions to this were pesticides and groundwater quality, which were seen as relevant and quite serious issues by many.
Priorities
Further to this were some fairly common comments relating to the way the payments were structured. There were remarks as to how they, to some extent, were being paid for something they would have done anyway, whilst measures that would make a real difference environmentally (like ryegrass as catch crop) do not warrant a better payment. The argument was that society should pay more for the environmental measures that really make a difference.
Time
There were also comments on the time aspect that, however, cut both ways. On the one hand, there was a negative time perception involving risk, uncertainty and distrust where five years is a (too) long time to tie yourself down to a specific management practice; on the other hand, five years was seen as too short to be of any major benefit to the environment.
County vs. advisory services
In general, there was a certain feeling of distrust towards the county authorities, as they were perceived as controllers and correction officers, and not quite on the side of the farmers. This depended, however, rather strongly on the individual's experiences and exposure to the specific officials and situations. A positive or negative involvement in some other context tended to colour the picture, and in those cases where farmers had received a visit from the county about the EBFS, it was generally well appreciated. Nevertheless, farmers on the whole preferred it if information came via the advisory service, which was perceived as 'their own men', and also often assist with other economic questions, budgeting, etc.
Administration
In general, there were no negative comments as to the application forms, application procedures, etc. The actual paperwork and administration involved was not in itself seen as a hindrance or a major element in the decision to join in the program or not.
Based on these results, we would like to be able to draw some useful conclusions as to what beneficial changes that might be made to the program and activities concerned with it. But this is a small sample, and quite certainly 'unrepresentative'. Would the conclusions have been different if a larger sample had been interviewed, or would information have been lost in the usual questionnaire format of such a larger-scale survey? At the time we had no sure answer to that, and had to rely on accepted focus group theory to support our assertion that this information was, in fact, reasonable, and could be put to use by the decision makers involved in the program.
Large-scale study
In 1997, a large-scale ESAA survey was completed [6] . Its primary purpose was to monitor changes in land use and management practices within the ESAAs and farms located/partly located in the ESAAs. The focus was therefore mainly on 'how much', 'how often' and 'when', and less on 'why'. Much of the report is based on statistical information available in various databases and geographic information systems. In addition, a representative sample of 292 farmers was surveyed through individual interviews. They were selected from five of the 14 Danish counties, and partly constituted a follow-up sample from an earlier monitoring survey (of a similar, earlier program [7] ).
This survey was in the questionnaire format, with pre-set answer categories, in a 2-3 hour long individual survey interview with the owner/holder of the farm. Most of the questions related to changes in land use and management practices at field level on the farm, focusing on which and the extent of changes, rather than on why the changes had or had not been made.
There was, however, a main question on if they participated or did not participate in the program, and why/why not.
Yes -why
Topping the list were three fairly equal-sized main categories of answers:
• because it fitted into the management plans for the farm 
No -why not
Here the dominant answer category was:
• because it didn't fit into the management plans for the farm Three other fairly important answer categories were:
• hadn't heard about the program
• too little compensation
• didn't know my land was within an ESAA In a couple of brief follow-up questions the participating farmers were asked if they would continue if they received less/no payment. They asked the non-participants similarly how much more compensation they would want to join. As in the focus group study the answers showed significant inconsistencies.
In contrast to the focus group study, this survey concluded that the information seemed to have been adequate, i.e. majority of the responses were categorized as 'sufficient information', although they also referred to a different study (the 'HvorslevBjerringbro' study 1996, unpublished) which concluded that farmers felt insufficiently informed about the EBF scheme and the ESAAs. There had been an open-ended question as to if -and in what way -the information could have been better, with 87 (of 292) respondents offering comments. Most of these wished for more understandable information material, and some a more focused approach towards those farmers with land within ESAAs and better explanation as to the details and the conditions of the different measures. They were also asked if they thought the measures had made any improvement in nature or environmental quality on their property. Just under half answered that there had been no improvements, with the rest mainly answering that here had been some increase in flora/fauna or a decrease in N-leaching.
This survey was not conducted to give answers as to how the program could be made better, but mostly, the data support the information we gained from the focus group study. It would, therefore seem reasonable to claim that the results provided by the smallscale focus group study are characteristic for farmers in general.
Conclusions
How to make the EBF program better (focus group study): Money
An acceptable price is not necessarily equal to compensation for average farmers' costs (output/income foregone). It seems an incentive price would have to cover further costs related to giving up control, changing practice, overcoming barriers of accustomed mindsets and some distrust, etc.
Priorities
Furthermore, a payment level that to a greater extent reflects the environmental value of the measure is seen as sensible and fair, i.e. more money for those measures which have a greater environmental effect (typical example: ryegrass). This could also be a driving force for better prioritization on the basis of value to society.
Information
Money is definitely an issue but as important is the informational aspect and communicating something that is relevant to the farmer. The information flow must be framed and directed so that it conveys the environmental message in terms of importance and concern to the farmers. Map material is important, again making the message personal and relevant: 'this concerns me and my land in this way'. Information should be focused directly at those situated inside or in the immediate vicinity of the ESAAs, explaining why the areas have been designated, what the measures are designed to achieve and in what way this is important. A possibility may be -at county level -to concentrate more strongly on one specific area type of area at a time, or one measure at a time, to allow more focused information flow and thereby better understanding and penetration.
Advisory services
Altogether it would seem beneficial if there was a stronger dialogue including the advisory services (the farmers 'own men'), also since they are fairly heavily involved with the individual farmer's economic situation as it is.
Since the end of 1996, the EBF scheme and the individual measures have been subject to several changes. Comments from the authors of this paper were included in the hearing process for the program changes, which primarily concern compensation increases and better information. More extensive grass management measures were introduced. Particularly for ryegrass and the 20-year set-aside, the compensatory payments were substantially increased, and an extra, higher, yield class was introduced for the differentiated payments. The information is now better targeted and put together, including better contact information, a more comprehensive coverage of different agrienvironmental regulations, and better descriptions of the purpose and the background of the different measures.
How to use focus group information
As noted above, the main results of the focus group interviews and the questionnaire interviews were fairly close. The large-scale results corroborate the more anecdotal results of the focus groups, and may -to a large extent -be taken as supportive evidence that such small-scale studies give reliable results.
The advantage of the focus group is the richness of information that is collected. This approach can yield a better understanding of the details and reasons behind decisions, and can therefore give better and more useful information to e.g. decision makers. The obvious example here is the way the two studies ask why farmers participate or do not participate in the EBF program. The focus group approach can go into more depth with this, and also allows follow-ups and probes if it becomes necessary. The survey approach yielded most answers in the category of "fits into/doesn't fit into the farm management plans". Answers in this category have a very low explanatory value in relation to decision makers. In what way 'fits in'? What could be done to make the program more attractive? Is this truly 'money for nothing', or is there a change of practices or a preservation of desired ones? Issues such as these are crucial for decision makers, and yet the data material at hand offers a lot less in the way of useful explanations than might have been possible with a study of this size. It would also be apparent that if the focus group results had been available and accepted as 'input' to the large-scale survey, more useful information might have been gained from that study.
In conclusion, it was found that focus groups can be useful and reliable tools for evaluation of policy design in rural areas.
